College football programs devote an enormous amount of resources in efforts to persuade high school football players to attend their schools. In this study, we develop an empirical model of the factors that recruits consider when selecting a school, using a database that combines school-specific attributes with recruit-specific information. The authors' estimates imply that recruits' decisions are governed by a handful of primary factors such as the geographic distance between the recruit and the college, the school's recent football rankings, and whether the school is a member of one of the six Bowl Championship Series (BCS) conferences.
On the same day that Williams announced his decision, hundreds of other high school players also revealed their college destinations, some even live on ESPN, indicating that the media attention garnered by Williams was hardly unique. This increased media coverage given to high school football recruits, and the recruiting process coincides with the explosive growth in the popularity and revenues associated with college football.
This study attempts to identify and quantitatively measure the factors that lead student-athletes to select particular schools, using school-specific information along with detailed recruiting data. In the remainder of this introductory section, we provide a brief overview of the recruiting process. We first briefly review the related literature and then describe a theoretical model of recruiting. We then present the data and empirical methodology. The results are discussed in the last section. In this last section, we also use the results from the empirical models to predict the college choices of the top 100 ranked high school players in 2005.
The findings from the model suggest that the typical recruit's utility may depend on multiple factors, including the opportunity for individual success and exposure, a team's recent on-field success, and the distance to the school from his hometown. The results also indicate that membership in one of the six Bowl Championship Series (BCS) conferences provide a significant recruiting advantage for those schools.
The Recruiting Process
The growth in college football in recent years is probably best exemplified by the creation of the BCS following the 1997 season. Under this arrangement, the four most prestigious bowl games (Rose, Sugar, Orange, and Fiesta) would invite the six champions from the Atlantic Coast, Big East, Big Ten, Pacific 10, Big Twelve, and Southeastern conferences, as well as two ''at large'' teams to participate in those games, and the winner of the game between the top two ranked teams would be appointed the national champion. The benefits of participating in these BCS bowl games go beyond the opportunity to win the championship; each team that participates in one of these games has received at least $10 million, and by 2004, the payouts had increased to $14 million per team.
To compete viably for participation in the lucrative BCS bowl games as well as conference championship games, college football teams need to generate success on the playing field. To that end, schools battle over the input factors in a football production function, namely, coaches and players. The effort by colleges and universities to attract new players is known as recruiting. This process usually begins even before the player's senior year of high school. College coaches usually begin to make contact with the player after his junior year through mail, phone calls, or by inviting the player to attend summer camps held at the school, in which they can participate in football practice sessions run by the coaching staff. Once football season begins, recruits are invited to officially visit the campus; the school pays for the travel, food, and lodging of the recruit during such visits.
1 Also, members of the coaching staff often make in-home visits to the athlete's residence to establish better relationships not only with the player but also his family.
At some point during the process, the school may offer a scholarship to the player, which covers tuition, books, and housing. Alternatively, a school may ask players to ''walk on,'' meaning that they are invited to join the team, but not afforded financial assistance. The costs incurred by schools in the recruiting process are substantial-the average institution spent $526,000 in 2001 (Wieberg, 2003) .
2 According to National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) rules, schools are prohibited from offering additional incentives beyond a scholarship, such as cash, vehicles, or promises of employment to the student-athlete or their family members. 3 The recruiting process has recently garnered headlines in the media following inappropriate behavior by both the schools and the recruits themselves. In 2004, the University of Colorado was alleged to have provided prospective student athletes with alcohol and female ''escorts.'' Furthermore, the aforementioned Willie Williams was arrested three times (including a felony charge) during a single recruiting visit to the University of Florida. These events help fuel the general perception that recruiting is a sordid and tawdry affair. However, these types of events may be more of an exception rather than the rule: The number of schools found by the NCAA to have committed major violations of recruiting rules is relatively small: less than 15 in the past decade. Thus, it appears reasonable that most schools (and recruits) adhere to the recruiting guidelines and rules set forth by the NCAA. Nevertheless, the NCAA promulgated additional recruiting restrictions beginning in the 2004 academic year (and thereafter). Specifically, schools were prohibited from providing extraordinary treatment to recruits on their official visits, such as transporting them to campus in private jets and lodging them in luxurious hotels. 4 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
As noted by many authors, the structure of the NCAA is a classic example of an economic cartel. In particular, the members of the NCAA agree to abide by a set of rules and regulations to maximize their joint welfare. Initially, this would have included the safety of the players as well as the loss of financial resources when schools were openly bidding against each other for players. More recently, this would also include the maximization of revenues associated with college athletics.
Colleges and universities will naturally compete for the largest possible share of the rents secured by this cartel, and top caliber players are necessary in that pursuit. Brown (2001) relied on financial data from a sample of Division I football programs and concluded that the marginal revenue product associated with a single National Football League (NFL)-caliber athlete is in excess of $500,000 per year. Yet, given the importance of college football recruiting, a relative dearth of literature exists in this particular area. Rooney (1987) does examine the quality of the college football player pool by state (measured in terms of NFL players from each state) and finds that major college football programs located in or near states with a relatively small amount of competition tend to recruit better than other football programs. That is, schools that are closer to quality recruits will be able to learn about, contact, and woo these players at a lower cost and therefore will be more successful in eventually signing those players. Langelett (2003) uses data related to the quality of recruiting classes and finds a feedback system: Schools with success on the field are able to attract quality recruits, which in turn increases the quality of future performance. Aside from these studies, which focus more on recruiting quality and team performance, little is known regarding the actual factors influencing the decisions of college football recruits.
Many researchers, however, including Card (1995) , Card and Krueger (2005) , Light and Strayer (2000) , and Frenette (2004 Frenette ( , 2006 , have documented the factors that are associated with a greater propensity to attend all high school students, rather than just high school football players. Consistent among these studies is that increased distance from a college or university is inversely related to the probability of attending. Although these studies are helpful in predicting college attendance, they do not address which specific school, from among a set of possible choices, would be selected. It could be reasonably inferred, however, that the likelihood of attending a school would be higher the closer it was to the student.
Another set of studies do attempt to identify the types of schools that high school students are more likely to select. Light and Strayer (2000) , as well as Brewer, Eide, and Ehrenberg (1999) , develop categories of universities and colleges on the basis of factors such as selectivity and costs and then attempt to determine the likelihood that a student will attend any of the colleges within those groupings. In general, the results of these studies indicate that students tend to sort themselves out in a manner consistent with the tenets of two-sided matching literature: Better students seek out better schools and vice versa. No single study has been identified, however, that attempts to build a model to predict specific school choice for students, let alone student-athletes. The focus of this article now turns to the development of such a model for high school football recruits.
A MODEL OF COLLEGE CHOICE
As described above, the collegiate football recruiting process is a two-sided matching problem: Recruits select schools, and institutions select which players to recruit. A successful match between a player and school requires that both the player and school have interest in each other. However, this process is drawn out over several months, and scholarship offers are usually extended early in the recruiting process. Thus, the player often knows for a lengthy period of time which schools he will pick from, and the two parts of the selection process may be separated by such a lengthy time interval that they may be considered separate processes. The model developed here is based solely on this second part of the process: It attempts to replicate the factors that lead players to select certain schools, conditional on a school offering the player a scholarship. 5 We assume that when recruits select a college, they do so to maximize their expected discounted lifetime utility with respect to that choice. That is, we assume that recruits evaluate the discounted accrued benefits of attending each school against the discounted accrued costs. In this specific study, the benefits of attending college are assumed to be an improvement in human capital that would increase the productivity of the recruit in the labor market. This improvement in human capital may differ from one school to another, and we assume that any such differences are related to the academic reputation of the university. In addition, the recruit's selection of a particular college may also increase his human capital in a much narrower labor market: professional football. Again, improvements in this specific type of human capital may differ by school, but in this case, they are not related to the academic rank of the university and instead are more likely to be associated with the number of prior NFL athletes from that school. Furthermore, although obtaining a college degree may be necessary to realize the gains in human capital for the broader labor market, it is not necessary to become a more productive NFL player. Historical graduation rates of a university, especially when measured for student-athletes, may provide useful information to a player on the probability he will receive a degree from the institution he selects and therefore may directly affect his evaluation of colleges.
Recruits are also assumed to garner utility from winning football games and receiving media attention (e.g., appearing on television). In addition, recruits are also assumed to positively value playing time. That is, a recruit would prefer to regularly participate in the games while at the school rather than watch from the sidelines, ceteris paribus. This participation further improves his chances for media exposure as well as increases his future productivity in the NFL. The amount of expected playing time at each school will be affected by the number of previously recruited players already at the school who play the same position as the recruit. Last, we assume recruits receive utility on the basis of the facilities or amenities associated with a college or university. For example, we assume recruits prefer to play in large, modern stadiums rather than in small, dilapidated venues.
The costs associated with attending a particular university are direct (i.e., tuition and fees) and indirect (e.g., travel to and from the university by the recruit and family members). The opportunity cost of attending college is not considered relevant in this model. That is, these recruits have already made the choice to attend college, and it is only the specific school that is left to be decided. Presumably, if the opportunity cost of attending college were prohibitive, then the player would not even be participating in the recruiting process. We assume that as distance between a recruit's hometown and the school increases, so do the indirect costs. Direct costs, on the other hand, are school specific. However, because scholarships cover tuition, fees, and housing costs, the direct costs of attending each school are zero and can therefore be ignored in the model. In summary, a recruit will select a university over another if the expected net benefits are greater. More formally, a recruit (j) of position (k) receives utility (or disutility) from the following factors associated with a particular university (z):
where WIN t z represents the expected winning percentage in the subsequent 4 years and PLAY t z;k is the expected playing time for recruits of position k at university z. The facilities and other amenities of university z are represented by AMEN t z , and the amount of expected media exposure for that university is captured by MEDIA t z . The distance between recruit j and university z represented by DIST z;j is assumed to be negative. The probability a recruit will graduate from university z with a specific academic ranking/repuation is captured by GRADPROB z and ACADRANK z , respectively. Last, the perceived probability that attending university z will aid in a recruit in eventually playing in the NFL is indicated by NFLPROB z . As constructed, the utility derived from attending a particular school can be considered as the sum of the expected utility while attending the institution and the period thereafter. 6 It is important to note that after a recruit leaves the school, only the academic repuation of the university (coupled with the probability of obtaining a degree) and/or the probability of obtaining employment with the NFL affect utility. Put another way, once a recruit has finished playing college football, the only value to a player's future utility is how his future earnings will be affected, be it in the NFL or some other labor market.
This model suggests that if expected playing time and distance from home dominate the utility function of the recruits, then the optimal decision may be to go to a much less successful program that is closer to home or provides more chance for playing time. On the other hand, if participation in a winning program with superb facilities or stellar academic reputation is more important to a particular recruit, then the optimal choice may be to select a school that is not close to home. Ultimately, an empirical investigation of the relative strengths of these factors will provide evidence as to which dominate in the optimal outcome of the recruits' choice problem.
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DATA AND METHODOLOGY
The increased media attention focused on college football recruiting, coupled with the growing popularity of the Internet, has resulted in a market niche for firms such as Rivals.com. This company is a subscription-based Internet service that enters into licensing agreements with individually owned and operated team-specific Web sites. Rivals.com builds and maintains a centralized database of high school football recruits that can be accessed through any of the team-specific Web sites or from www.rivals.com. Among the recruit-specific information in this database are the location (city and state) of the recruit, the position played (e.g., quarterback), a ranking of the player, the school(s) the recruit is visiting and considering attending, and the ultimate selection made by the recruit. Rivals.com provided us with these data for the players who were recruited between 2002 and 2004. We were able to use mapping software to calculate the straight-line distance between the recruit's location (hometown) and each of his potential college destinations, limited to those schools in which he expressed an interest. The resulting data set has multiple observations per recruit, with each record representing a (potential) recruit-school selection. 7 Data on each team's performance (e.g., Associated Press [AP] rankings, championships, and bowl appearances) and the number of NFL draft picks from each school are available in numerous places in both the print and electronic media.
8 Graduation rates of football players for each school are compiled by the NCAA on the basis of submitted reports by the member institutions. These data are available on the NCAA Web site, www.ncaa.org. In addition, we extracted information from the NCAA's database on major violations of Division 1-A institutions. This database indicates the specific sanctions imposed on member schools, such as reductions in scholarships, limitations on recruiting activity, and restrictions from postseason play or television appearances.
We used the U.S.News & World Report (http://www.collegeconfidential.com/ college_rankings/USNews.htm) academic rankings (2003) to measure the academic reputation of each school. These data showed ordinal ranks for the Top 120 schools, and most of the other institutions were classified as Tier 3 or Tier 4. We assumed that the Top 50 ranked schools would be classified as Tier 1 schools and that the other numerically ranked universities would be classified as Tier 2. We also distinguished the three military service academies from the other schools that did not garner a Tier 1, 2, 3, or 4 ranking.
This school-specific information was matched to the recruit data, and variables were constructed so that they would be time consistent. That is, a recruit in the year 2002 would be aware of a school's performance in the years up through the 2001 season, but not for subsequent football seasons. We excluded from the data those schools that a recruit was considering but did not offer the player a scholarship (7,579 observations) . We also removed from the database those recruits that were in junior college (2,027 observations) or considered only one school (3,025 recruits) . These restrictions resulted in 13,394 records for 3,395 unique players. Table 1 shows some descriptive statistics associated with the database, by year.
From 2002 to 2004, the typical recruit chose from among approximately four schools when deciding where to play football. Most striking is the consistency from year to year in the average distance between a recruit's hometown and his potential college destination (between 470 and 480 miles). Perhaps not surprisingly, recruits tend to consider those schools that are members of the higher profile BCS conferences. On average, more than 75% of the schools under consideration by recruits are members of such conferences, whereas just 55% of the 117 schools belong to those conferences. 9 The ''ability'' distribution of the recruits, as evaluated by Rivals.com, seems to vary from year to year. Other than the five-star rating (defined as the Top 20-30 players in a given year, regardless of position), the star ratings are not necessarily defined according to a fixed distribution. For example, a two-star player is defined as a ''mid-major college prospect.'' Specifically, the percentage of recruits who are deemed to be four-star players declined each year, from 28% in 2002 to less than 15% in 2004. This change in distribution may be due to the growth in Rivals.com over time. As can be seen, the number of recruits in its database has increased each year. It stands to reason that in earlier years, Rivals .com focused its attention on including the ''best'' players in its database to attract subscribers but over time has included players of lesser ability as well.
EMPIRICAL RESULTS
The estimation technique used to model a given recruit's college selection is a probit analysis, estimated by maximum likelihood. The estimated equation is shown in Equation (2), which is consistent with Equation (1):
where F is the normal cumulative distribution function and P jz is the probability that recruit j selects school z. The vector X j contains recruit-specific characteristics, such as the player's ability ranking and the position he plays. These variables are fixed with respect to every school the recruit is considering. The vector Y z includes the school-specific characteristics (e.g., the institution's academic reputation or stadium size) that do not vary with respect to each recruit considering that school. Last, the vector Z jz consists of those factors that are unique to the possible player-school ''match'' (e.g., the geographic distance between the player and the school or the number of recent recruits signed by the school in the same position as the recruit). The estimated probit models also adjust the covariance structure to reflect the lack of statistical independence from repeated observations on the same decision maker (i.e., recruit). That is, since the choice of one school precludes the recruit from choosing another school, the error terms associated with the probit model are not independent among the multiple observations of the same recruit. The selection process is assumed to be statistically independent, however, from one recruit to another. The specification of the probit models shown in Equation (2) assumes that all variables not included in the model are constant from one potential choice to another. For example, the ''quality'' of the official visit from one school to another for each recruit is assumed the same, as is the relationship between the recruit and the coaches that are recruiting him. If, as it seems likely, these omitted variables do vary from one potential choice to another and are correlated with a recruit's decision, then the coefficients of the probit model may be biased. However, although this bias may be reflected in predicting a specific recruit's college destination, there is no reason to believe the overall coefficients may be biased (when measured across recruits). For example, recruit John Smith may be more likely to pick Stanford if his brother is already on the team. But unless Stanford has a relative on the team for each and every recruit that is considering them, then the coefficients should not be biased for the ''typical'' or average recruit. Put another way, as long as the differences not captured by the probit model are randomly distributed across recruits, then there is no reason to believe there is systematic bias in the model's estimates. By the same token, the model assumes that the amount and ''quality'' of illegal recruiting tactics are identical from one school to another.
The coefficients from the probit model can be used to construct the predicted probability of a recruit selecting a particular school. We assume that the choice with the highest calculated probability for each recruit among those schools he is considering to be the predicted choice. A comparison between the actual and predicted choice provides an indication of the predictive accuracy of the models. Because the average number of possible choices for a recruit is between 3.8 and 4.2, a completely random selection method would correctly predict, on average, the college choices for approximately 25% of the recruits. In Table 2 , we include the accuracy rates of the predictions from the probit models, along with the coefficients, the associated statistical significance, and the estimated marginal effects of each variable.
The first specification (Model 1) includes both the recruit and the schoolspecific characteristics to the model. As expected, greater on-field success leads to a greater probability that a recruit will select the school. The coefficient on the institution's 5-year average winning percentage is positive and statistically significant, and the coefficient for the most recent year's AP poll ranking is negative and significant. That is, teams with lower rankings (meaning a ranking closer to first place in the polls) are more likely to attract recruits. An increase of 10 positions in the final AP poll from the prior season reduces the probability of selection by more than 2%. A new head coach, perhaps owing to the uncertainty associated with such a turnover, reduces the probability a recruit will select that school by 2.5%. Also included and positively correlated with a recruit's school selection is an indicator of whether the school is a member of one of the six BCS conferences. Compared to otherwise similar schools in non-BCS conferences, recruits are nearly 6% more likely to select these institutions.
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It is important to note that this variable is significant, even when controlling for team success. That is, recruits are more likely to select a BCS school than an otherwise equivalent non-BCS school. Thus, non-BCS schools will have to be either more successful on the field or have a superior academic reputation if they are to have an equal chance, on average, of attracting recruits. This specification includes some other measures that, perhaps surprisingly, are negative or not statistically significant. For example, the number of players taken in the NFL draft from the school, both most recently and during the prior five seasons, is not a statistically significant factor in the recruit's selection, undermining the hypothesis that certain schools are better able to prepare their players for the NFL. Also, the graduation rate of student-athletes from the school (both the most recent and the prior reported measure) is not correlated with the probability a recruit will select that school. Taken together, the nonsignificance of these variables may also suggest that recruits are less concerned about the prior athletic or academic success of prior student-athletes at the school and are instead rationally concerned with only their own abilities. Furthermore, a team's winning of the national championship in the prior season does not statistically affect the likelihood of a high school player selecting that school. Perhaps even more surprisingly, for every additional appearance in a BCS bowl in the prior five seasons, a recruit is 2.48% less likely to select that institution. Recruits may consider immediate playing time to be much scarcer at such perennially successful schools and therefore more unattractive destinations, ceteris paribus, consistent with Equation (1). The academic reputations of schools are measured by the inclusion into one of six categories, as designated by the U.S.News & World Report 2003 academic rankings. Compared to the omitted category of not being ranked at all, recruits are more likely to select ranked institutions and are 10% more likely to select a military academy if that school is among their choice set.
Also included are three variables that indicate whether the school has recently run afoul of NCAA rules and has incurred sanctions. Specifically, these variables Number of ''star'' recruits signed in same position in prior year -0.0514 * -1.03% NOTE: AP = Associated Press; BCS = Bowl Championship Series; NCAA = National Collegiate Athletic Association. * , * * , and * * * indicate the variable is statistically significant from zero at the 5%, 10%, and 15% level, respectively.
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indicate whether the school is unable to participate in postseason play (i.e., a bowl ban) in the following year or whether the school has a reduction in the number of official visits and scholarships that they can offer new recruits. 10 An additional variable is included (NCAA sanctions ''rumor'') to indicate whether the school is under NCAA investigation but has not yet been formally penalized.
11
Among these measures, the negative and significant coefficients on the ban on postseason play and the possibility of future sanctions (as indicated by the ''rumor'' variable) indicate that recruits are 7.3% and 4.5% less likely, respectively, to select schools that have incurred (or are about to incur) the ''wrath'' of the NCAA. That is, to the extent that future sanctions may also ban the institution from appearing on television or in postseason games, these sanctions would lead to less exposure for the players on those teams, which is consistent with the hypothesis that players garner utility from increased media exposure. Last, this model includes some measures of the athletic facilities at the school, such as the size and age of the football stadium and whether it is an on-campus facility or not. The results show that those schools with larger stadiums are more likely to attract recruits than those with smaller stadiums. That is, an increase in stadium size of 10,000 seats significantly increases the likelihood of selection by 1.3%. This specification correctly predicts the college selections for 42% of the recruits analyzed, which is a noticeable increase in the predictive proficiency compared to a purely random model.
Model 2 adds the variables that are unique to the specific school-recruit combination, most important, the distance between the recruit and the university and whether the recruit formally visited the school.
12 Making an official visit to the school has a large and significant effect (23.4%) on a recruit selecting that school. The signs on the distance-related coefficients are as expected: The further a school is from the recruit's hometown, the less likely he is to pick that school. However, the coefficients on the quadratic distance terms are all positive, indicating that the effect of distance moderates itself after a certain point. 13 We also include measures as to whether the recruit resides in the same geographic region, state, or city as the school (i.e., defined as within 50 miles of the school). The coefficients for the latter two variables are positive and statistically significant. The interpretation on the variable measuring whether the recruit is in the same state as the college is notable: If a recruit is considering two otherwise identical schools and is equidistant from each of them (although one is in a different state than where he lives), then he will be 7.6% more likely to select the school in the same state as his residence. Furthermore, even after accounting for the effects of distance on college choice, recruits are still 3.4% more likely to select the school in their hometown.
Also included in this specification are counts of the number of players (and highly ranked players) that the school signed in the prior year who play the same position as the recruit. recruit considering that school in 2004. The negative coefficient indicates that the more players (regardless of their skill level) a school has already acquired for that position, then the less likely it is (0.5% per previous player signed) to attract additional players. This result is consistent with the hypothesis that recruits positively value playing time. On the other hand, the more highly ranked players signed by the school in the prior season for the same position as the recruit are positive and significant, suggesting that a recruit is 1.0% more likely (per highly ranked player signed) to select those schools. This seemingly contradictory conclusion invites further investigation. 14 It is very possible that these coefficients are dependent on the particular position of the recruit. For example, an offensive lineman may not be deterred from signing with a school that just recently signed four other highly rated offensive linemen, because five offensive linemen are needed on every play. On the other hand, only one quarterback plays at a time, so the signing of a highly rated quarterback in a prior year may indeed affect the probability that a quarterback recruit would consider that same school in the following year. This specification correctly predicts the college destination for more than 62% of the high school recruits.
15
Last, Model 3 includes only those variables that are statistically significant and/or notably contribute to the predictive prowess of the model. Compared to Model 2, the specification is rather parsimonious but has more predictive power.
16 Again, the distance between a recruit and the prospective college is an important factor, as is whether the school is in the same state as the recruit. This distance effect is strongest in the South and weakest in the West. Membership in a BCS conference is a noticeably important factor in a recruit's selection decision; BCS affiliation increases the absolute chances of selection by more than 7% and the relative chances of selection by more than 28%.
17
The other variables in this specification generally have the expected signs. Recruits are more likely to select schools that have won conference championships (0.67% per conference title) and finished near the top of the polls. Furthermore, they are attracted to those schools with large, on-campus stadiums, provided they are not facilities that are too old. On the other hand, if a school has a ban on postseason play, recruits are nearly 8% less inclined to select that school, other things being equal. Again, this is consistent with the hypothesis from the theoretical model of the section A Model of College Choice that recruits value exposure. A bowl ban reduces the potential (television) exposure of the recruit, however, because those games are almost always nationally televised. Along those lines, recruits value playing in on-campus stadiums that hold large crowds, provided the stadium is not too old. Last, schools with a Tier 1 academic rating and military academies are more attractive to recruits, ceteris paribus, suggesting that players value the increases in human capital that those institutes may bestow.
It is worth noting the variables that do not enter Model 3. As mentioned previously, the graduation rate of a school's prior student-athletes or the number of NFL draft picks from that school do not significantly affect the likelihood a DuMond et al. / COLLEGE FOOTBALL RECRUITING 81 player will choose that institution. Perhaps surprisingly, a new head coach at a school does not matter either. This may be due to the fact that coaching changes can occur for several reasons, not all of which reflect poorly on the school. Last, winning a national championship in any of the prior 5 years has no statistically significant effect on the probability of a recruit choosing a school. The distance variable and the related interaction terms alone provide significant explanatory power in Model 3. In fact, the model will often (54.8%) predict that the recruit will choose the school that is closest to his hometown. However, relying on such a simplistic decision rule would not result in a higher rate of successful predictions than this specification, as only 40.4% of recruits actually selected the school that was closest to them, among those they were considering.
This specification correctly predicts the college choice for more than 63% of the recruits from 2002 to 2004. As mentioned at the outset, a purely random model would only correctly predict the college destinations for approximately 25% of the recruits. Furthermore, the predictions from the model appear to be quite robust, as they have roughly the same levels of precision across years and geographic reason, as shown in Table 3 .
Predicting the College Destinations of the Top 100 Players in 2005
Rivals.com also furnished us with information relating to the Top 100 ranked players in the 2005 signing year. These data are identical in every respect to the data described earlier with one notable exception: Most of the players had not yet decided which school they would attend. Using the parameters from our model, we produced estimated probabilities for each of the schools these recruits were considering and assumed that the school with the highest probability would be the institution the player would ultimately select. The probit model shown in Model 3 of Table 2 was able to correctly predict the college destination of 71% of the Top 100 recruits in 2005.
18 (The specific results are listed in the appendix.) Of the 29 recruits for whom the model did not correctly predict the college selection, 11 selected the school closest to them from among their choice set. This article has examined the factors that are associated with the recruitment of high school football players. We suggest that recruits will seek to maximize their utility by selecting among colleges that may differ with respect to on-field performance, conference affiliation, facilities, playing time opportunities, academic reputation, and the geographic distance from the recruit. Our empirical results provide specific insights into those factors that, on average, lead recruits to select particular schools. Primary among these factors is the distance between a recruit and the college under consideration, a finding that is consistent with previous research into college selection. Second, we found that the institution's track record of graduating football players in years past also does not affect the typical recruit's decision, but the academic reputation of that same institution does affect the decision.
We also found that the choices that recruits make are consistent with valuing media exposure. We find evidence that recruits may select those schools that have had more success and those that are members of the six largest and most visible conferences, whose champions are automatic participants in the four BCS games. The ability of BCS conference teams to more easily attract recruits has serious implications for the competitive balance in the college football industry. If recruits do indeed obtain higher utility from increased (media) exposure that the BCS schools offer, then those schools will be able to select the better college prospects than non-BCS schools. This in turn would make it more difficult for non-BCS teams to win games, to obtain a high poll ranking, and to qualify for an at-large BCS berth. Future research in this area could focus on the effect of the BCS on competitive balance in the sport. DuMond et al. / COLLEGE FOOTBALL RECRUITING 83 whether a school is eligible for postseason play and/or banned from TV appearances. 10. The NCAA often reduces the number of scholarships an institution may give as punishment because schools are usually unable to attract marquee players without the promise of financial aid. Therefore, a reduction in scholarships often reduces a team's success on the field for several playing seasons. The NCAA can also or alternatively limit the number of official visits a school may offer to recruits in a recruiting year(s). Because recruits and their families do not incur expenses on these visits, these limits are likely to result in fewer players being signed by the school, as the pool of available players that have seen and visited the school is reduced.
APPENDIX Predicted College Selections of the Top 100 Recruits
11. Quite often the NCAA's investigation of rules violations is a lengthy process and is usually public knowledge. Moreover, schools have been known to impose penalties (including scholarship restrictions) before the formal investigation is even concluded.
12. We ran a Chow Test on a linear probability selection model, controlling for just distance and its square, as well as the four regional dummy variables. The results indicated that the effect of distance is not identical for each region, so in the probit models, we interacted the distance measures with the geographic region of the recruits.
13. We computed the ''break-even'' point for each region, after which increasing distance actually enhances the probability of selection. Those distances are 1,178 miles (South region), 1,299 miles (Midwest), 1,769 miles (Northeast), and 2,355 miles (West).
14. This result is unlikely because of the colinearity between these two variables as both of these coefficients are statistically significant at the 5% level. Furthermore, we estimated two additional specifications that are identical to Model 2. In the first alternate specification, we removed the number of players signed at the same position in the prior year but kept the variable indicating the number of highly ranked players signed at the same position in the prior year. The second alternate specification included the former variable but not the latter. In both of these alternate specifications, the sign of the coefficient for the variable remaining in the equation was the same as in Model 2, when both variables are included.
15. The variables measuring position depth were only available for the 2003 and 2004 signing years, so in this specification, only those 2 years of data are used.
16. The final specification of this model was derived by first dropping the statistically insignificant variables in Model 2 and then removing the few remaining significant variables that did not
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